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          NO. 43951 
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          CR-2015-1455 
 
           
          RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
 
     
      Issue 
Has Post failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion, either by 
imposing a unified sentence of 15 years, with five years fixed, upon his guilty plea to 
involuntary manslaughter with a deadly weapon enhancement, or by denying his Rule 
35 motion for a reduction of sentence? 
 
 
Post Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing Discretion 
 
 On January 31, 2015, Post shot and killed his father-in-law, Trent Spreier.  (PSI, 
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p.14.1)  The state charged Post with second degree murder, with a deadly weapon 
enhancement.  (R., pp.78-79.)  Pursuant to a plea agreement, Post pled guilty to a 
reduced charge of involuntary manslaughter, with a deadly weapon enhancement.  (R., 
pp.222-24.)  The district court imposed a unified sentence of 15 years, with five years 
fixed.2  (R., pp.263-67; Amended Judgment of Conviction and Commitment, filed August 
29, 2016.)  Post filed a notice of appeal timely from the judgment of conviction.  (R., 
pp.268-70.)  He also filed a timely Rule 35 motion for a reduction of sentence, which the 
district court denied.  (Motion for Reduction of Sentence; Order Denying Rule 35 Motion 
(Augmentations).)   
Post asserts his sentence is excessive in light of his military service, work ethic, 
and purported remorse and acceptance of responsibility.  (Appellant’s brief, pp.5-8.)  
The record supports the sentence imposed.   
The length of a sentence is reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard 
considering the defendant’s entire sentence.  State v. Oliver, 144 Idaho 722, 726, 170 
P.3d 387, 391 (2007) (citing State v. Strand, 137 Idaho 457, 460, 50 P.3d 472, 475 
(2002); State v. Huffman, 144 Idaho 201, 159 P.3d 838 (2007)).  It is presumed that the 
fixed portion of the sentence will be the defendant's probable term of confinement.  Id. 
(citing State v. Trevino, 132 Idaho 888, 980 P.2d 552 (1999)).  Where a sentence is 
within statutory limits, the appellant bears the burden of demonstrating that it is a clear 
                                            
1 PSI page numbers correspond with the page numbers of the electronic file “POST 
43951 psi.pdf.”   
 
2 On August 29, 2016, the district court entered an amended judgment of conviction 
correcting the language with respect to the deadly weapon enhancement to reflect it as 
a sentencing enhancement rather than as a separate, consecutive sentence.  A motion 
to augment the record with the Amended Judgment of Conviction and Commitment has 
been filed contemporaneously with the filing of this brief.   
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abuse of discretion.  State v. Baker, 136 Idaho 576, 577, 38 P.3d 614, 615 (2001) (citing 
State v. Lundquist, 134 Idaho 831, 11 P.3d 27 (2000)).  To carry this burden the 
appellant must show that the sentence is excessive under any reasonable view of the 
facts.  Baker, 136 Idaho at 577, 38 P.3d at 615.  A sentence is reasonable, however, if it 
appears necessary to achieve the primary objective of protecting society or any of the 
related sentencing goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.  Id.   
The maximum prison sentence for involuntary manslaughter, with a deadly 
weapon enhancement, is 25 years.  I.C. §§ 18-4007(2), 19-2520.  The district court 
imposed a unified sentence of 15 years, with five years fixed, which falls well within the 
statutory guidelines.  (R., pp.263-67; Amended Judgment of Conviction and 
Commitment.)  Furthermore, Post’s sentence is appropriate in light of the 
egregiousness of the offense, the irreparable harm to the victims, and Post’s attempts to 
justify his criminal actions.   
On the day Post shot and killed him, Trent – who was known for having verbal 
outbursts when angry – became upset after his two stepdaughters (Nicole and Brittany), 
Post (Nicole’s husband), and Joey (Brittany’s boyfriend) borrowed Trent’s wife’s vehicle.  
(PSI, pp.13-14, 19, 27, 35; Redacted Exhibits, pp.13, 152-53, 793-94.3)  Trent called the 
group and demanded that they return the vehicle, after which Post “told the others they 
needed to just … take the car back and be done with it and let Trent do his thing 
because he did this all the time.”  (PSI, pp.14-15; Redacted Exhibits, pp.12-13, 17.)  
Knowing that Trent was upset and may be under the influence of alcohol, the group 
                                            
3 Redacted exhibit page numbers correspond with the Bates-stamped page numbers in 




decided that “the best plan was for Joey,” who got along well with Trent, “to take the car 
back by himself” and “try to ‘smooth things out.’”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.12, 148-51.)  In 
order to “‘avoid conflict,” Post “was supposed to wait until Joey texted or called to come 
and pick him up.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.150-52, 793.)  Brittany specifically told Post 
“not to bring his gun while going over to pick up Joey,” advising him that “it wasn’t a 
good idea when you’re going into a conflict.”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.793.)   
Post is a Marine Corps veteran with training both in martial arts, “which consisted 
of ground fighting techniques,” and in the use of firearms, which included instruction on 
“alternatives to deadly force,” “appropriate force used by the [firearm] carrier based on 
the threat and availability of alternatives,” and the circumstances in which a carrier 
should “get away from the situation.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.13, 19-20, 632; PSI, p.48.)  
Despite having received this training, and despite Brittany’s specific admonishment to 
not bring a gun when picking up Joey from Trent’s house, Post nevertheless clipped his 
“Glock .40 Caliber pistol” – loaded with hollow point rounds – onto his belt, claiming he 
needed to carry a pistol “for self-defense” “because he doesn’t fist fight.”  (Redacted 
Exhibits, pp.13, 19-20, 632; PSI, p.48.)  Post also chose not to “stick to the plan” to wait 
for Joey to text or call Post when he was ready to be picked up.  Instead, Post drove to 
his mother- and father-in-law’s residence and parked a short distance away in the cul-
de-sac, with his engine turned off and the driver’s side window rolled down.  (Redacted 
Exhibits, pp.12-13, 18 151-52.)   
Immediately after Joey entered Trent’s residence, “Trent grabbed his coat and 
left”; Joey remained to speak with Trent’s wife, Sandy.  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.149, 
152.)  Post, meanwhile, observed Trent’s garage door open and watched while Trent 
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got into his truck, pulled out of the garage, and began to drive away.  (Redacted 
Exhibits, pp.12, 17-18.)  Trent then saw Post and stopped next to Post’s vehicle, rolled 
down his own window, and “they got into a verbal argument about Sandy’s car.”  
(Redacted Exhibits, pp.13, 18.)  Trent subsequently exited his truck, and as he was 
doing so, Post “drew his handgun and kept it hidden from Trent.”  (Redacted Exhibits, 
pp.12-13, 18.)  As Trent approached Post’s vehicle, Post “could see Trent was not 
armed” and “Trent only threatened him by telling him he was going to kick his ass.”  
(Redacted Exhibits, pp.13-14.)   
Trent attempted to open Post’s door, but was unable to do so and began 
“reaching into [Post’s vehicle] trying to grab at him.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.13, 18, 20.)  
Post then brandished his firearm, later claiming that he had done so because he “didn’t 
know what Trent was going to do” and he thought that “Trent may have pulled him out 
of the vehicle where they would have fought.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.18, 20-21; PSI, 
p.32.)  Notably, Post’s stated justification for brandishing his weapon is entirely 
inconsistent with Post’s own description of his relationship with Trent as “warm [and] 
friendly,” his acknowledgements that he had “never personally had a confrontation with 
Trent in person or otherwise” and had not had “any problems with Trent” since he (Post) 
was discharged from the Marines, and his admission that, during the altercation, “Trent 
wasn’t punching at him or threatening to kill him.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.18, 20-21; 
PSI, p.32.)  It is also noteworthy that, at the time, Post was a 6-foot tall, 23-year-old, 
physically fit young man with hand-to-hand combat training who had, just a few months 
earlier, been discharged from the Marine Corps, while Trent – 34 years Post’s senior – 
was 57 years of age, “nearly a head” shorter at 5’6”, “obese with short arms and legs,” 
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in poor physical condition with numerous health problems, intoxicated, and unarmed; 
when Post was asked what he thought his “chances would have been in a fight with 
Trent,” Post stated that “he wouldn’t know but since Trent was heavy he probably would 
have tried to run from Trent.”  (PSI, pp.13, 20, 38, 48; Redacted Exhibits, pp.20, 873, 
875.)   
Despite the clear physical advantage Post had over Trent, and Post’s 
acknowledgment that, had he not “presented” the pistol, the likely worst-case scenario 
was a fist fight, Post chose to point the handgun at Trent and pulled the slide back to 
load a round into the chamber.  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.19-20.)  When asked if Trent 
saw Post chamber a round, Post replied, “‘I guarantee you that he saw it, that’s why he 
went to grab for it.”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.19.)  Post slid backwards in his seat toward 
the center of the cab until “his lower half bumped against the center console folding 
armrest” and, although Trent “never got a hold of or touched the pistol,” Post “fired one 
round at Trent,” striking him in the face.  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.18, 20.)  Post then 
“scooted backwards across his seat to the passenger side of the vehicle to get away 
from Trent,” who had “grabbed his own face” and was “leaning inside the driver door 
window.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.18, 20.)   
Post called 911, but did not attempt to render aid to Trent, purportedly because 
he “didn’t know where he hit him,” although Trent subsequently collapsed to his hands 
and knees and Post “could see that Trent was bleeding from the mouth.”  (Redacted 
Exhibits, pp.18-19.)  While on the phone with dispatch, Post could be heard yelling at 
Trent to “get up.”  (PSI, pp.22-23, 25, 35; 2/3/16 Tr., p.98, Ls.7-11; p.122, Ls.12-14.)  
Officers arrived at the scene at approximately 6:54 p.m., at which time they immediately 
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observed Trent on his hands and knees in the street “with a large pool of blood beneath 
him,” while Post stood on the sidewalk, on the far side of his vehicle, away from Trent.  
(Redacted Exhibits, p.11.)  An officer “attempted to ask Trent some questions but he 
could not verbally respond, although it appeared that he understood what [the officer] 
was saying.”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.11.)  By the time the paramedics were on the 
scene, Trent had dropped to his elbows, was very pale and laboring to breathe, and had 
lost approximately one liter of blood, although he was able to communicate by shaking 
his head and using hand gestures.  (Preliminary Hearing Tr., p.124, Ls.17-20; p.17, L.9 
– p.18, L.12.)  The paramedics had difficulty getting Trent onto the gurney due to the 
slipperiness caused by the copious amount of blood on his shirt, and Trent “was able to 
kind of lean up onto the gurney while [they] picked him up and sat him down.”  
(Preliminary Hearing Tr., p.19, Ls.9-16.)  Trent was transported to the hospital, where 
he was pronounced dead at 7:37 p.m.  (PSI, p.14.)   
The autopsy revealed that the cause of death was an intermediate range gunshot 
wound to the left side of Trent’s face; the bullet “passed through the oral cavity, 
fragmenting the upper teeth on the left side before then passing into the right side of the 
neck, causing laceration of the carotid artery.”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.874.)  When 
officers searched the crime scene, they found a large amount of blood on and near 
Post’s vehicle, along with Trent’s glasses, “several teeth and pieces of retainer,” and 
“what appeared to be teeth still attached to the gum.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.83, 87.)   
When officers spoke with Post, he first asked, “‘Is [Trent] dead?’”  He 
subsequently claimed he shot Trent because he “didn’t know what Trent would do so it 
was self-defense.”  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.11, 19.)  He stated that Trent “attacked him” 
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and that officers “needed to understand that Trent was bi-polar, crazy and drinks a lot.”  
(Redacted Exhibits, pp.17, 83.)  However, both Joey and Trent’s wife, Sandy, who were 
inside the residence and did not witness the incident, advised that Trent “could ‘get 
mad’ and scream and yell,” but it was well known that Trent “never hit anybody.”  (PSI, 
p.19; Redacted Exhibits, p.153.)  Joey told officers that he “didn’t see why [Post] 
brought a gun.  [Joey] said [Post] was bigger and tougher than Trent.  He said he didn’t 
believe Trent would have done anything, but ‘even if he did go after somebody … [Post] 
should be able to handle his own.’”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.153.)   
It is apparent from the facts of this case that Post’s act of shooting Trent, after 
recklessly brandishing a loaded gun and then intentionally chambering a round and 
firing the gun in Trent’s direction, was an egregious, unnecessary crime that resulted in 
the entirely preventable loss of a human life.  Post’s decision to pull a gun in a situation 
that would otherwise, in all likelihood, not have escalated beyond a possible fist fight, 
caused the ultimate form of harm, as not only was the victim killed needlessly, but he 
suffered greatly before succumbing to death – in severe pain and aware that he was 
slowly bleeding out as he lay alone in the road next to his own house, his loved ones 
inside and completely unaware of the heinous violence that had just occurred.  Post 
also created numerous other victims, as evidenced by the outpouring of letters from 
family members and friends detailing their grief, anger, confusion, and sadness.  (PSI, 
pp.6-11, 16-42.)  Most, including the presentence investigator, felt that Post showed no 
real remorse.  (PSI, pp.22, 28, 34-35, 43, 57.)     
Furthermore, Post continually attempted to justify his actions and minimize his 
responsibility for killing Trent, making statements such as “the instant offense was ‘just 
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a bad situation’” that he “was trying to avoid,” and indicating that he felt he had no other 
option but to shoot Trent in the face because Trent was “‘drunk and angry’” and Post 
was “concerned about [Trent] pulling him from his truck” because Post “is not a fighter.”  
(PSI, pp.43-44, 57; Redacted Exhibits, p.13.)  However, Post could have easily avoided 
committing the instant offense in numerous ways – primarily, by not relying on a firearm 
to prevent a fist fight.  (Redacted Exhibits, pp.13, 20.)  As alluded to above, Post 
received perfect scores in his Concealed Carry course, in which he received instruction 
on alternatives to deadly force, appropriate use of force “based on the threat and 
availability of alternatives,” and the circumstances in which a firearm carrier should “get 
away from the situation.”  (Redacted Exhibits, p.632.)  Post clearly had alternatives in 
the instant offense – particularly since he knew the victim was not armed and had not 
threatened him with lethal force – including rolling up his window, driving away, calling 
for help, exiting the vehicle and running away, holding the firearm out of the victim’s 
reach while in the vehicle, or even choosing to fight back without the use of a weapon 
(particularly since he was bigger and stronger than the victim, young and in good 
physical condition, and had martial arts training in hand-to-hand combat).  Post’s belief, 
despite having had training to the contrary, that it is appropriate to use a lethal weapon 
to ward off nonlethal violence, creates a danger to society.   
Post clearly does not believe he carries much culpability in the instant offense, as 
he feels mere probation or a rider “‘accurately represents the responsibility [he] had in 
the matter.”  (PSI, p.54.)  However, as one of Trent’s children pointed out, “[We] must 
stay focused on the fact that Mr. Post shot and killed my dad who was unarmed.  Mr. 
Post pled guilty to taking my dad’s life and owes a debt to society, and this debt must be 
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paid.”  (2/3/16 Tr., p.76, Ls.2-8.)  A second family member aptly stated, “My dad was the 
victim that night.  [Post] gave this family a life sentence of pain as a consequence of his 
actions that night.  There is no leniency or probation for us.”  (2/3/16 Tr., p.88, Ls.8-11.)  
Despite these sentiments, Post’s counsel subsequently provided another insight into 
Post’s lack of culpability by stating, “… [Post] understands that at least he has a life to 
live and that Trent does not and that he is responsible for that in some part.”  (2/3/16 
Tr., p.189, Ls.22-25 (emphasis added).)   
The presentence investigator concluded: 
Mr. Post did not appear to be sad about his actions, as evidenced by his 
lack of emotion.  He verbalized being remorseful for committing this crime, 
but justified his actions by drawing attention to the victim's intoxication 




While we know about Mr. Post, the letters from Trent Spreier’s 
loved ones illustrate that he was a cherished grandfather, father, husband, 
uncle, son, and brother, whose senseless death has forever devastated 
two intertwined families.  Arguably, there are many other (less than lethal) 
routes Mr. Post could have taken the night of the [sic] January 31, 2015[;] 
however he chose to discharge his firearm.  Due to the tragic 
consequences or Mr. Post's criminal actions, it appears that some form of 
incarceration would be warranted, as to not depreciate the seriousness of 
the crime.  
 
(PSI, p.57.)  Post’s sentence is reasonable in light of the egregious nature of the 
offense, the needless loss of a human life and irreparable harm to the surviving victims, 
and Post’s ongoing attempts to minimize and justify his criminal actions.   
At sentencing, the state addressed the heinousness of the offense, the impact on 
the victims, Post’s prior history of disregard for the law, his lack of responsibility, the risk 
he presents to the community, and the need for deterrence and a sentence that would 
not depreciate the seriousness of the crime of killing another human being.  (2/3/16 Tr., 
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p.140, L.11 – p.161, L.8 (Appendix A).)  The district court subsequently articulated the 
correct legal standards applicable to its decision and also set forth its reasons for 
imposing Post’s sentence.  (2/3/16 Tr., p.207, L.22 – p.219, L.13 (Appendix B).)  The 
state submits that Post has failed to establish his sentence is excessive, for the reasons 
discussed above and for reasons more fully set forth in the attached excerpts of the 
sentencing hearing transcript, which the state adopts as its argument on appeal.  
(Appendices A and B.)    
Post next asserts the district court abused its discretion by denying his Rule 35 
motion because he would like to be able to work so he can pay restitution and provide 
financial support to his wife and two-year-old daughter, for whom his incarceration is a 
“hardship.”  (Appellant’s brief, pp.9-12.)  If a sentence is within applicable statutory 
limits, a motion for reduction of sentence under Rule 35 is a plea for leniency, and this 
court reviews the denial of the motion for an abuse of discretion.  State v. Huffman, 144 
Idaho, 201, 203, 159 P.3d 838, 840 (2007).  To prevail on appeal, Post must “show that 
the sentence is excessive in light of new or additional information subsequently 
provided to the district court in support of the Rule 35 motion.”  Id.  Post has failed to 
satisfy his burden.   
Post provided no new information in support of his Rule 35 motion.  Information 
with respect to the hardships Post claimed his wife and child would endure if Post were 
incarcerated, his desire to work and provide financial support to his family, and his 
willingness to pay restitution was before the district court at the time of sentencing.  
(PSI, pp.51, 53-54, 358, 360; 2/3/16 Tr., p.188, Ls.9-11; p.198, Ls.10-14; p.200, Ls.2-6.)  
The state submits that by failing to establish his sentence was excessive as imposed, 
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Post has also failed to establish the district court abused its discretion by denying his 
Rule 35 motion for a reduction of sentence.  
Even if this Court addresses the merits of Post’s claim, Post has still failed to 
establish an abuse of discretion, for reasons more fully set forth in the district court’s 




 The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm Post’s conviction and 
sentence and the district court’s order denying Post’s Rule 35 motion for a reduction of 
sentence. 
       




      __/s/_Lori A. Fleming___________ 
      LORI A. FLEMING 
      Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
      VICTORIA RUTLEDGE 
      Paralegal 
 
 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 28th day of September, 2016, served a true 
and correct copy of the attached RESPONDENT’S BRIEF by emailing an electronic 
copy to: 
 
BEN P. MCGREEVY  
  DEPUTY STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
 





      __/s/_Lori A. Fleming___________ 
     LORI A. FLEMING 
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1 says whoever destroys a life Is as gullty as If he 1 the use of this weapon to take Trent's llfe, that 
2 had destroyed the world. 2 that kind of reckless behavior never will be 
3 This defendant not just -- destroyed 3 tolerated In the state of Idaho, 
4 not Just the life of Trent Spreler; he destroyed 4 Thank you, Your Honor. 
6 the entire world that surrounded Trent, the whole 5 THE COURT: Thank you. I appreciate your 
6 university of people and my family and beyond who 6 traveling all the distance you did. 
7 are now condemned to continue their suffering. 7 Ms. Buttram, anything further? 
8 He's gullty of all this destruction that he alone 8 MS. BUTTRAM: No, Your Honor. 
9 chose to visit on us, and we do not belleve that 9 THE COURT: If there IS no further Impact 
10 the defense ought to be permitted to trlvlallze 10 statements, comments of counsel. 
11 that harm. To the extent that It's within Your 11 Ms. Buttram? 
12 Honor's power, we ask that the others •• the Court 12 And I have read both parties' memos 
13 make a ruling In this case that discourages others 13 that they recently submitted, 
14 from committing slmllar actions. 14 MS. BUTTRAM: Thank you, Your Honor. 
15 I am famlllar and I know that -- don't 15 First, I wJII just touch on the matter 
16 take this as a policy argument, but absolutely 16 of restitution. My understanding Is that the 
17 with the gun enhancement the law In Idaho and how 17 defense disagrees, with a couple of llne Items at 
18 that enhances the crime In this case doubles the 18 least, on the restitution request that the state 
19 penally otherwise liable here to which the 19 has. So I'd ask that the Court leave this matter 
20 defendant would be llable. And I'm asking Your 20 open for 90 days for the parties to discuss that 
21 Honor to send the right message to the gun 21 and see If we can come to a resolution. And If 
22 carriers In Idaho, whom I completely respect, that 22 not, we can file a motion for a hearing on that 
23 the responslblllty that comes with those weapons 23 matter. 
24 cannot be Ignored and the kind or Irresponsible 24 THE COURT: Thank you. 
25 actions and disgraceful actions that resulted In 25 MS. BUTTRAM: Addltlonally, Your Honor, 
140 141 
1 given that I read Brittany Kinsey's statement Into 1 and he helped provide for them through college. 
2 the record, I would ask that the Court append that 2 Sandy speaks of his generosity toward their 
3 to the PSI. This was one that was not submitted 3 employees and cllents, how he was cook for the 
4 to the Court, Your Honor, 4 employees, and at times, pay the premiums for 
5 THE COURT: Okay, 6 clients who were unable to do so. 
6 MS. BUTTRAM: Your Honor •• 8 Trent was a loving son to David and 
7 THE COURT: If I don't staple things 7 Evelyn. He was their youngest child, and he 
8 together, I shuffle them In the file, and ft 8 called them every day to check on them, lalk to 
9 doesn't do anybody much good. 9 them, and make sure that they were okay and didn't 
10 Please proceed. 10 need anything. When David was hospitalized, Trent 
11 MS. BUTTRAM: Your Honor, Trent's Spreler 11 was there. When Evelyn had surgery, Trent was 
12 was more than a snapshot In time described by the 12 there. He never hesitated to drop everything to 
13 defendant to the police, PSI Investigator, 13 help them out. 
14 Dr. Beaver and the Court. We all have bad days. 14 Trent was a lovlng brother to Terry, 
16 We have all engaged In behavior that was 1! Cindy, Odette, and their spouses. They have 
16 unbecoming, and WP. have done or said things that 18 spoken at length about his vibrant personality, 
17 we may be ashamed to admit. But much like those 17 his generosity, and his kindness. He was a 
18 things don't define us, how Trent was on the 18 beloved uncle to their children who spent a fair 
19 evening of January 31st, 2015, does not define who 19 amount of time with him, some who have described 
20 he was. 20 him as a second father figure. And Trent was a 
21 You have heard now from a number of his 21 loving father to his girls, Laurie and Nicole, 
22 family members, Your Honor. This here, this 22 They talked about his Infectious laugh, his work 
23 photograph, this Is Trent. Trent was a lovlng 23 ethic, his kindness, and his generosity. 
24 husband to Sandy Spreler. They were together tor 24 Your Honor, Trent wtis also well llked 
25 15 years. He helped her raise her two daughters, 26 by his customers and friends. You see that In 
39 of 60 sheets Page 138 oo 141 of 221 03/14/2016 06:35: 18 PM 




1 comments contained within the PSI and the victim 
2 Impact statements that were made to his obituary 
3 and on his Facebook page. He conquered cancer, 
4 and he loved to fish. He loved to cook and 
5 prepare food for others. He llked to do crossword 
6 puzzles and to go bowling with his wife. 
7 Trent was also bipolar. He had angry 
8 outbursts. But that was not an that he was. No, 
9 Trent was a loving and generous man whose llfe was 
10 cut short by the defendant, cut short by this man 
11 here photographed, Your Honor, the day that he was 
12 arrested. 
13 Cameron Post, Your Honor, was a man who 
14 was occupied with guns. We know that because In 
15 the discovery on page 630, It talks about the 
16 forensic analysis of his phone. And on that phone 
17 of his, there was several photographs of Glocks, 
18 rifles, and semiautomatic weapons. There were 
19 text messages between he and his friends about 
20 going target shooting. There were photographs of 
21 he and his friends target shooting. There were 
22 videos of he and his friends target shooting, and 
23 there was a lengthy ISIS video showing executions, 
24 showing people being shot. And this was a video, 
25 not In the web search history but a video he had 
144 
1 Trent out as a monster, a man so quick to flare 
2 his temper and so quick to physically accost 
3 another. But this simply Is not true. The 
4 evidence In this case shows that he was seldom 
6 quick to physlcally accost. There were three 
6 Incidents pointed out where he was physical or 
7 actually threatened great bodlly harm: The 1998 
8 Incident wherein he and another farmer got Into a 
9 fight over a sprinkler putting water on a shared 
, 10 road, and they exchanged physlcal blows. That was 
11 17 years ago when he was much younger and 
; 
12 healthier and also when he was not diagnosed and 
13 not medicated for his blpolar disorder. 
14 There rs the 2001 road rage Incident 
15 with his ex•wlfe. Now, that didn't result In a 
16 physical act, but he did get angry and say some 
17 very threatening words. He did cut her off In her 
18 vehicle, but no weapon was found on him. He pied 
19 gullty to that aggravated assc1ult, took classes, 
20 and got his withheld Judgment when he successfully 
21 completed probation, Your Honor, that act was 15 
22 years ago and, again, before he was diagnosed and 
23 medicated for his bipolar disorder. 
24 And then finally, there rs the 2012 
26 Incident where he was orlglnally charged with 
143 
1 downloaded and saved on his phone, Your Honor. 
2 Addltlonally, In the search of his 
3 vehicle after the Incident, In the console there 
4 were additional magazines that were loaded. In 
5 the bed of his truck was target and target stand. 
6 This Is a man who was trained In the Marines and 
7 worked to keep his aim onslte so that, when he did 
8 shoot, It was to klll. 
9 The State obtained the photograph from 
10 his concealed weapons class from North Carollna 
11 that shows he's an excellent marksman. This rs 
12 why a person carries a gun In the first place. If 
13 It's not for hunting, the purpose of carrying a 
14 weapon Is so that you can protect against deadly 
1S force. Carrying concealed Is a right that people 
16 have, but It also carries a mighty responslb!llty, 
17 a responslblllty to know when that gun can and 
18 should be taken out, a responslblllty to know 
19 that, If you take out your gun, you wlll use It or 
20 at least be In a situation where you're entitled 
21 to use It, where you're entitled by the law to 
22 shoot and kill, and, of course, that using It rn 
23 that manner wlll Ukely result In the death of 
24 another human. 
2S Your Honor, much has been made to paint 
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1 battery. This Court saw the video of that 
2 Incident In the bowling alley, and technically It 
3 Is a biittery because he hit another person with 
4 some shoes. But that video showed that It was a 
6 slow arcing lob of a shoe that bounced off the 
6 chest of the employee, certainly not demonstrative 
7 of an act that would cause others to fear someone. 
8 And that case was appropriately reduced to 
9 disturbing the peace. 
10 That's all the evidence that there Is 
11 In this case, Your Honor, of Mr. Spreler engaging 
12 In physical violence. 
13 What the PSI shows from all of those 
14 Interviewed right after this happen to lncludlng 
16 his famlly members, his wife, his employees who 
16 had worked with him for years, and close friends, 
17 as well as neighbors and other business employees 
18 all show that Trent would get angry. He would 
19 have verbal outbursts. He would be verbally 
20 abusive, but he would then cool off and In most 
21 Instances apologlze. 
22 Sandy Spreler says In her victim Impact 
23 statement that Trent could be verbally offensive 
24 and verbally abusive but that he's never hit 
26 anybody. And he never hit her. On page 793 of 
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1 the discovery attached to the PSI, Brittany Kinsey 1 Trent did not pose a physical threat, 
2 told Detective Lindberg that she never knew of 2 Your Honor. Even the defendant said this at the 
3 Trent being physical with anyone. On page 150 of 3 time of the Incident: On page 20 of the discovery 
4 the discovery attached to the PSI, Nicole Post 4 In the PSI cameron darlfled that he had only 
5 tells of Trent getting very angry and trying to 5 heard about Trent having bipolar episodes or mood 
8 pick fights but doesn't say that he actually got 6 swings and had never personally experienced or 
7 Into any fights. And In her victim Impact 7 been present during the bad parts of those mood 
8 statement, she too describes him as being verbally 8 swings or episodes. He told Detective Lindberg 
9 abusive and mean but does not give one example of 9 that he had never personally had confrontation 
10 him being abusive to her or any physical abuse 10 with Trent, neither In-person or otherwise, but 
11 that she ever witnessed. 11 had heard about It •• Trent's mood swings from 
12 Your Honor, on page 633 of the PSI, 12 Nicole and Sandy. 
13 Detective Lindberg talked with two of Trent's 13 This Is not a case of self-defense, 
14 coworkers or employees, Linda Gunter and Unda 14 Your Honor. The State does take Issue with the 
15 Rudlslll. They, too, had witnessed his angry 15 defendant's statements to the PSI and Or. Beaver 
16 outbursts but told Detective Lindberg that he was 16 and even letters of support from any of his family 
17 not violent, he did not become physically violent. 17 and friends that read as though he was justified 
18 On page 823 of the PSI, the State's 18 In his actions. 
19 Investigator talked with Robert "Shkutt'' or 19 Now, I'm not saying that this Is more 
20 "Scutt," S-c-h-u-t-t, a fellow Insurance agent who 20 than Involuntary manslaughter. The State does not 
21 had known Trent for some time. Again, he was 21 belleve the evidence shows that he went to the 
22 somebody who had work Int imately with Trent and 22 cul-de-sac to klll Trent, but his statements at 
23 said that he had seen one angry outburst In all of 23 the time of this Incident on January 31st 
24 that time and never saw Trent become physical or 24 reflected on page 20, what he said was that he 
25 be physically aggressive. 25 carries a pistol because he doesn't llke to fist 
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1 fight. And then now on page 32 of the PSI, he 1 was the concern that the defendant might wreck 
2 says that, "When Trent started trying to open my 2 Sandy's car. He was aware -- and this Is on page 
3 door and violently trying to pull me out of my 3 121 of the PSI - - that the defendant had three 
4 vehicle, I brandished and lo!!ded my weapon and 4 accidents In the year prior to Sandy loaning him 
s told him to get back." 5 this car. At the time Sandy loaned him this car, 
6 Those statements, Your Honor, 6 she was having Issues with her foot and she was on 
7 demonstrate then and now that he still doesn't see 7 a scooter and due for a surgery on that foot. And 
8 the naw In his thinking, the grave thinking error 8 the only vehicle that she could drive and get 
9 that forever changed his fife and took Trent 9 around tn was her vehicle. And sandy had 
10 Spreler's life. He never should have pull his 10 explained that that was what had angered Trent and 
11 weapon In the first place because when he pulled 11 what started his angry outburst and calling t he 
12 that weapon was to ward off a fist fight . 12 defendant, Nicole, Brittany, and Joey, and asking 
13 Your Honor, this brings us to the day 13 them to bring the car back. 
14 that Trent was shot and killed by the defendant on 14 So on page 17 of the discovery, the 
16 January 31st. As you can see from the reports and 15 defendant tells Detective Lindberg that, as t hey 
16 the PSI that day, Sandy, the defendant's 16 got back Into the cellphone range returning from 
17 mother-In-law, had loaned her vehicle to her 17 McCall, they received a call from Trent on the 
18 daughters, to the defendant, Brittany's flMce 18 Nicole's phone. He answered It, and he and the 
19 Joey, and their granddaughter -- her 19 others In the car say that they could tell that 
20 granddaughter, so that they could go to the Winter 20 the -- Trent was angry. 
21 Carnival In a vehicle that was more comfortoble 21 He also talks about gett.lng a demanding 
22 and reliable. Now, Sandy had explained that Trent 22 text on Joey's phone, and then, again, they could 
23 was j ealous about this because they weren't 23 tell that he was angry. Well, here Is the text 
24 Invited but that, more Importantly and what 24 that was found on Joey's phone, Your Honor. 
25 bothered Trent most when he learned about this, 25 "Please bring Sandy car back." That was at 
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1 6:17 p.m. 1 he was acting. And the defendant said It was then 
2 Now, t am not contesting what the 2 that Trent got out and said he was going kick 
3 defendant, Joey, Brittany, and Nicole said, Is 3 his •• he uses the word, he said "kick his ass." 
4 that In the phone call that they received they 4 And Trent approached his vehicle and tried to open 
6 could tell he was angry, and because of that, they 6 the door, but couldn't. He describes In detail to 
6 devised a plan on how to return Sandy's car and 6 Detective Lindberg how Trent first tried to grab 
7 avoid a confrontation with Trent. Because, as you 7 the outer door handle, couldn't get It open. 
8 have heard, they all were aware of his angry 8 Because Cameron had his window rolled down, he 
8 verbal outbursts. So the plan that they had 9 then was reaching In trying to open It that way. 
10 devised was that Joey, who got along better with 10 And, In fact, he later told Detective Lindberg 
11 Trent than with Cameron, would return Sandy's car 11 that he thought the door may have been locked 
12 and the defendant was to await for a text from 12 because Trent was not able to get that door open. 
13 Joey to pick him up. Instead he parked his car In 13 He says that Trent W8S re8chlng and grabbing at 
14 the cul·de•sac and waited. And he had turned off 14 him saying he was going to beat him up. He said 
15 his vehicle when Trent came out of the house, got 16 Trent didn't punch at him, didn't hit him. And, 
18 Into his truck, and started to drive out. 16 In fact, Detective Lindberg testified about how •• 
17 Now, on page 18 of the discovery, Your 17 at preliminary hearing how Trent was actually 
18 Honor, the defendant tells Detective Lindberg that 18 grabbing, making a grabbing motion trying to pull 
19 Trent pulled up and rolled down his window. And, 19 him out of the vehicle. He could see when Trent 
20 of course, the photographs corroborate this, the 20 got out due to the llghtlng and that Trent had 
21 positioning of the vehicle, Trent's vehicle still 21 nothing In his hands, that Trent was unarmed. He 
22 being running and his window down. He says that 22 described that he scooted away, but was stopped by 
23 Trent cursed at him and told him that he didn't 23 the center console, and It was than he drew and 
24 care about Sandy and that his response to Trent 24 loaded his gun. He told Detective Lindberg that 
26 was that he didn't care about Sandy because of how 26 at no point had Trent threatened to klll him. 
152 153 
1 Clearly this Is the epitome of you 1 through what he had heard how Trent could be. But 
2 don't bring a gun to a fist fight because the 2 Trent also knew Cameron, Your Honor. He knew 
3 threat here at most was that, that they might 3 Cameron to be a young man preoccupied with guns 
4 engage In a fist fight, that Trent wanted to beat 4 and shooting and an excellent marksman. So maybe 
5 him up. 6 he did reach for It. But maybe he reached for It 
8 But as the defendant told Detective 6 In order to elfmlnate the threat that It presented 
7 Lindberg, he doesn't fight. He doesn't like to 7 to his own life. 
8 fight. And he said that's why he carries a 8 Should he have turned his back and 
9 plstol, because he doesn't fist fight. And It 9 risked being shot In the back or backed up and 
10 wasn't a comment directed solely at Trent because 10 being risked being shot? Maybe he reached for It 
11 he knew how Trent could be that he carried a 11 to get out of the situation, toss It aside, and 
12 pistol and didn't want to get In a fist fight with 12 proceed to yell at Cameron, that this underscored 
13 Trent; It was generally speaking he always carried 13 that he didn't care about them, or worst case, 
14 a gun because he didn't want to get In a fist 14 reach for the gun, toss It aside, and continue to 
16 fight. 1S try to beat him up. 
18 He said he drew the gun out of fear 16 But we wlU never know, Your Honor, 
17 that Trent was going to beat him up, and he wanted 17 because he's dead and he can't tell us. He's dead 
18 to scare Trent Into backing off. And he says 18 because cameron Post ratcheted the situation up 
19 that, Instead, Trent reached for the gun, and at 19 from the threat of a fist fight to deadly force In 
20 that point he feared for his llfe knowing how 20 a matter of seconds. cameron Post was 8frald of a 
21 Trent was, worried that Trent would grab the gun 21 fist fight. He knew he had a loaded gun, and he 
22 and use It on him. And he fired off the round 22 knew well how to use It. 
23 hitting Trent In the face. 23 This was an act of cowardice that cost 
24 But we don't have Trent's side, Your 24 a man •• a husband, son, brother, uncle, father --
26 Honor, because he's not here. Cameron Post knew 26 his life. 
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1 people you don't know. And, again, our societal 1 years older than him at the time. And he said he 
2 standard Is you don't get to point a gun at 2 could probably outrun him. His most telling words 
3 someone because they threaten to beat you up. And 3 to Detective Lindberg was, "I was concerned he 
4 that, at most, Is what Cameron Post faced on 4 would beat me up." Self-defense allows for llke 
5 January 31st until he Introduced the weapon, Your 5 force to like force, Your Honor, fist to fist. 
6 Honor. 6 Instead, he took his gun out. Heavy with the 
7 He says he was physically threatened by 7 power of having a gun, he did not consider the 
8 Trent Spreler. This photograph was taken about 8 other options, such as turning his truck on and 
9 six months before he died, according to the time 9 rolling the window up to stop the ranting of an 
10 on his phone. Trent Spreler was 57 years old. He 10 unarmed man, driving away to stop the rant ing of 
11 was five-five and he was 240 pounds. 11 an unarmed man. Or even, once he pulled that gun 
12 cameron Post was clear to Detective 12 out Md felt t hat Trent was trying to reach It •• 
13 Lindberg that at the time Trent was unarmed. 13 remember, Trent Is flve-flve and has a big 
14 Trent never punched him or hit him. Trent never 14 belly •• move from here where It's In his reach to 
16 threatened to kill him. And what he thought Trent 16 here where It's out of his reach. He didn't 
16 wanted to do, what he thought Trent's Intention 16 consider that option either. Or not Introducing 
17 was was to beat him up. 17 the gun at all. At worst, what's going happen to 
18 Detective Lindberg asked him what he 18 him? 
19 thought his chances If he didn't have the gun, 19 So rather than exercising any of those 
20 because, of course, Cameron Post at the time was 20 options, he Is Introduced deadly force. He 
21 23, six-foot, 200 pounds and only four months out 21 recklessly fired the gun and took Trent Spreler's 
22 of the United States Marine Corps. He said that 22 llfe. He le~ Trent Spreler, Your Honor, bleeding 
23 Trent was drunk, which Is true. The medical 2S In the street. This Is what the pollce saw when 
24 records show that he was ,12, He said Trent w.is 24 they approached. 
25 heavy, which was true. Trent was 57 years old, 34 26 Your Honor, the ·· from the State's 
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1 perspective, the strongest factor under 2521 that 1 life, a llfe that had value, and a life that Is 
2 should be considered Is punishment for wrongdoing 2 now a death that has left constant pain and sorrow 
3 and specific and general deterrence. Probation 3 and grief for his mother, his father, his sisters, 
4 with some county Jall would severely depreciate 4 and brother, nieces, nephews, daughters, 
5 the seriousness of this crime. A rider would 5 grandchildren, and his wife. 
6 seriously deprccl.itc the seriousness of this 6 Your Honor, the State's asking this 
7 crime. Even a mlnlmal term of pr ison, Your Honor, 7 Court to Impose a sentence of ten years fixed 
8 would severely depreciate the seriousness of this 8 followed by 15 Indeterminate. we are also asking 
9 crime. Why? Because the defendant's actions 9 Your Honor that you order the no-contact order to 
10 against an unarmed man deserve punishment, The 10 remain In place that was t he last one In effect 
11 State's hope Is that the punishment would be a 11 thereby protecting the Immediate family members 
12 general deterrent to those who carry a concealed 12 who wish to be on that no-contact order. 
13 weapon as a reminder of the mighty responslblllty 13 THE COURT: I don't recall when that 
14 that comes with that right and also as a specific 14 no-contact order expired, Do you, Ms. Buttram? 
15 deterrent to Cameron Post. 15 Do you have a new one? 
16 Your Honor, Just yesterday I wes In 18 MS. 8UTIAAM: I do, Your Honor. 
17 your courtroom tor a sentencing on a case, and you 17 THE COURT; Okay. Thank you. 
18 had said to a defendant that, when people break 18 Mr. Geddes? 
19 the law, they should be punished. You said, "I'm 19 MR. GEDDES: Thank you, Your Honor. 
20 old-fashioned that way. 11 And the more serious the 20 May It please the Court and counsel, 
21 vlolatlon the more serious the punishment. 21 Cameron comes before the Court 24 years of age. 
22 Your Honor, for recklessly Introducing 22 He's married and has a young daughter Elizabeth. 
23 a gun Into this argument and for recklessly firing 23 These facts have been discussed at great length. 
24 a lethal shot, for this Cameron Post should be 24 We have talked about It for a very long t ime now 
25 punished. He should be punished for taking a 2!1 and In great detail at the prellmlnary hearing, 
















1 have lost a child. That rs according, to the 1 hardworking, loving famlly man Incapable of 
2 psychologist, I guess, about the most traumatic 2 committing an Immoral act. To some of them, this 
3 thing that can happen In a person's life. 3 seems to be Just a great misunderstanding. They 
4 I also look at some other people who 4 don't understand how he could even be here today 
6 have suffered a loss. Sandy Spears (sic) lost her 5 facing sentencing In this case. That Is also an 
6 husband, the love of her life, and lost him at the 8 Inaccurate picture. The truth Is, as usual, 
7 hands of her son-In-law, her daughter's husband, 7 somewhere In between. 
8 and Nicole Post who lost a father at the hands of a Certainly Mr. Post Is liked and 
9 her husband, and a family that Is tom apart. 9 respected amongst his peers and with his family 
10 Spreler. I've been saying "Spears." 10 and circle of friends. And he did serve his 
11 My utmost apologies for mispronouncing your name. 11 country honorably In the Marine Corps. And on 
12 this point, I will agree with Mr. Geddes; whether 
13 he found that an enjoyable service or not and 
12 It's Mr. and Mrs. Sprerer. 
13 I also, at sentencing, consider the 
14 character of the victim as, I have said. 
1S The character of the defendant Is also 
18 on trial. Some of the folks who spoke I think see 
17 Mr. Post as evil lncamate, he Is a conniving, 
18 self-centered, cowardly Individual who set out to 
19 kllf Mr. Spreler. And that's not an accurate 
20 picture either. Those who hold what picture are 
21 free do so. But as a judge, I look at everything 
22 that I had, and I have not just the testimony here 
23 today, but all of the materials that were 
24 presented at presentendng. 
26 To Mr. Post's supporters he Is a 
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1 the grieving ramify. The legal system does not 
2 have the ablllty to put this back together. The 
3 family Is broken. Trent Spears (sic) Is dead. 
4 He's not coming back, and I can't flx that. I 
6 wish I could. 
6 So in deciding how I should Impose 
7 sentence, I'm guided by the Idaho statutes that we 
8 have In these cases. Mr. Geddes and Ms. Buttram 
8 both referred to something called the Toohm 
, 10 factors. State versus Tooh/1/ ls a case decided 
, 11 by our appellate courts where -- and It's been oft 
12 quoted by our courts. It's one of the most 
13 frequently quoted cases In the cnmlnal justice In 
14 Idaho. And In the Toohtll case Justice Walters --
1 s back then Judge Walters -- eloquently-· well, not 
16 eloquently •• but concisely stated the purposes of 
17 sentencing. 
18 The first and overriding consideration 
19 for a Judge at sentencing Is protection of 
20 society, to be concerned about the safety of the 
21 community. Subsumed within that, there are four 
22 factors -- they are called the ToohflJ factors we 
23 In the legal business call them -- deterrence of 
24 the Individual being sentenced, or specific 
25 deterrence. 
14 whether he came out, as rs -- and I have a number 
16 of Marine acquaintances, Including several 
16 nephews, who did time In both Iraq and 
17 Afghanistan. Once a Manne, always a Marine. And 
18 so ft kind of grates when we find someone who 
18 doesn't buy Into that, I guess. But my point Is 
20 Mr. Post did honorably serve, was honorably 
21 discharged. 
22 I have to, as a judge, determine as 
23 best r can a sentence that reflects the enormity 
24 of the loss and what happened here by tempering 
25 justice with mercy. Nothing I say wlll comfort 
209 
1 Deterrence of others: Do we want to 
2 hand down a sentence that will teach a lesson to 
3 the community at large and to others. 
4 Rehabllltatlon. The safety of the 
s community Is enhanced If we take someone with a 
6 criminal bent and rehabilitate them and have them 
7 become productive citizens. 
8 And finally retribution. That's the 
9 revenge portion of sentencing . And I, for one, 
10 believe that ft has a proper place In our 
11 sentencing scheme. It Is that part of sentencing 
12 that helps keep us civilized. We don't have, or 
13 at least we shouldn't, have blood feuds and 
14 revenge killings like they do In some comers of 
15 the world, places where justice Is left to the 
18 parties and the people at large. And part of the 
11 reason we don't have that Is that society takes 
18 upon the role of meting out punishment rather than 
18 leaving ft to the Individual victims to do. 
20 In trying to determine how to apply 
21 those factors, the Idaho Supreme Court -- not the 
22 Idaho Supreme Court -- I should say, the Idaho 
23 legislature has given Judges a statute to consider 
24 the criteria for -- and the alternatives In this 
26 case are from credit for time served and walk away 
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1 to 25 years In prison fixed. That Is the range 1 conduct Is pointing a loaded weapon at another 
2 that I exercise In my discretion. 2 human being and pulllng the trigger. 
3 The first decision to be made In this 3 Was this llkely to cause or threaten 
4 process Is whether or not to place the defendant 4 harm? Absolutely. The ultimate harm, the taking 
s on probation. And the Idaho legislature has said 6 of a human llfe. 
s the Court shall deal with a person who has been 6 Did the defendant contemplate that his 
7 convicted of a crime without Imposing a sentence 7 crtmlnal conduct would cause or threaten harm? In 
8 of Imprisonment unless having regard to the nature 8 this case the defendant's conduct was almost 
9 and circumstances of the crime and the history, 9 certain to cause harm; the question Is the degree 
10 character, and condition of the defendant. It Is 10 and how did we get there. 
11 of the opinion that " ... Imprisonment Is 11 Did the defendant act under a strong 
12 appropriate for protection of publlc because," 12 provocation? Was the defendant provoked? Yeah. 
13 then there are a 11st of considerations. 13 In spite of some folks' thoughts to the contrary, 
14 Mr. Geddes and Ms. Buttram both touched on some of 14 having someone who Is under the lnnuence, to be 
1S those. 15 pollte, angry, yelling and accusing Is a 
16 As a judge, I'm also Instructed that In HI provocation. Is It a strong provocation? That's 
17 exercising my discretion, In the words of the 17 the debate. Does It •• to some extend It does 
18 legislature, the followlng grounds shall be 18 depend on the point of view. Mr. Post at the time 
19 accorded weight In favor of avoiding a sentence of 19 certalnly thought so. In retrospect, no. 
20 Imprisonment: The defendant's criminal conduct 20 Provocation certainly, but wasn't a provocation 
21 neither caused nor threatened harm Is the first 21 that justifies the taking of a human llfe, no. 
22 consideration. Well, actually, tor me, It's the 22 There were substantial grounds tending 
23 second, The first consideration Is what was the 23 to excuse or justify the defendant's crlmlnal 
24 conduct. Not the name of the crime, but what was 24 conduct, though falllng to establish a defense. 
26 the conduct being punished. In this case the 25 Mr, Geddes touched upon this. In the legal world, 
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1 we call that the Incomplete defense, that did 1 facllltate his death. He Initiated the conduct, 
2 something go on that would, In some circumstances 2 he Initiated the confrontation. He does bear some 
3 or with some additional circumstances, amount to a 3 responslblllty, but I would not say that he was a 
4 defense. And, yes, that's the case here. 4 facilitator. 
6 Mr. Geddes on the law was correct, that under 5 The defendant has compensated or wlll 
8 these circumstances •• you can change the 6 compensate the victim of the criminal conduct. I 
7 circumstances somewhat, and there Is a case for 7 cannot see the future. I certainly expect that a 
8 self-defense. Not here. But this Is not the 8 restitution order Is going to be entered In this 
9 equivalent of someone who Is just waving a gun 9 case. I don't know the size of It yet. Toe 
10 around with a crowd In front of him and pulls the 10 attorneys are attempting to resolve that. That Is 
11 trigger, which would also potentlally be 11 a separate proceeding. Restitution Is not part of 
12 Involuntary manslaughter. Or there was the 12 punishment; restitution Is an effort to make whole 
13 presence of no provocation. 13 monetarlly, to the extent the system can, someone 
14 Was the victim of the defendant's 14 who has suffered a flnanclal loss. It Is not •• 
15 crlmlnal conduct Induced or facllltated •• did the 15 but It Is Imposed as punishment. If the parties 
16 victim of the crlmlnal conduct Induce or 16 don't agree on what Is the appropriate 
17 facilitate the commission of the crime? 17 restitution, then I wlll have a hearing and I wlll 
18 Notwithstanding that Trent Spears (sic) Initiated 18 m11ke II decision on that, as I do on other matters. 
ii;: 
19 the confrontation, he did not facilitate the 19 But that Is really kind of a secondary Issue here 
20 commission of the crime. 20 today. At sentencing the question Is, has the 
21 Spreler. I apologize again. It's 21 defendant compensated or wlll compensate the 
22 going to be a mental lapse with me, folks. 22 victim; that's where I have a cloudy crystal ball. 
23 I •• part of It Is a product of my own poor hand 23 Certainly the evidence at this point would suggest 
24 handwriting, 24 that Cameron Post does not have the ablllty to 
211 Mr. Spreler, Trent Spreler, did not 25 wrtte a check to pay the cost, whatever they may 
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1 be, of the funeral and whatever other expenses end 1 Your clvll rights are restored at the conclusion 
2 up being allowed. WIii he In the future? I 2 of your sentence except the right to possess 
3 simply don't know. so that Is, to some extent, a 3 firearms. You lose that for the rest of your 
4 large extent, a neutral. 4 life. 
6 Toe defendant has a history of prior 5 The character and attitudes of the 
6 delinquency or criminal actlVfty or has led a 8 defendant Indicate that the commission of another 
7 law-abiding life for a substantial period or time. 7 crime Is unlikely. In weighing all of the 
8 That's equivocal. Mr. Post has a juvenile record. 8 Information that I have received, I have to say 
9 In our system of justice, juveniles •• generally 9 that, In Mr. Post's ~se, I don't see him being a 
10 Juvenile crimes are sealed and don't become 10 lifelong criminal. There are those who disagree, 
11 public. They became publlc only because or this 11 and they are free to do so. Mr. Spreter's famlly, 
12 case. So there Is a history of pflor crlmlnal 12 certainly some members of the family, see It 
13 activity, but nothing violent. And since that 13 differently. But I evaluate what happened here, 
14 time, other than this Incident, Mr. Post has been 14 and I come to the conclusion that I don't believe 
15 law-abiding. 15 It's llkely to recur. And, frankly, statlstlcally 
16 The defendant's criminal conduct was 16 homicides are usually one of the least repeated 
17 the result of circumstances unlikely to recur. At 17 crimes. People are more llkely •• far more llkely 
18 this point, I have to say yes, because Mr. Post 18 to commit another petlt theft than they are to 
19 WIii not have access to a firearm -· legally 19 commit a second homicide. 
20 anyway •• for the rest of his life. one of the 20 So where does that leave us? When I 
21 consequences of being convicted of a crime In this 21 balance It all and consider It all, this Is not a 
22 state Is that people lose civil rights -- I advise 22 probation case. I return to the statute. Is 
23 people all the time ·- you lose the right to serve 23 there an undue risk •• these are the four factors, 
24 on a Jury, the right to hold public office, the 24 the -- not the four factors. These are the five 
26 right to vote, and the right to possess firearms. 25 factors that were discussed also. Is there an 
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1 undue risk during a period of a suspended sentence 1 Deterrence. WIii sentence provide an 
2 and probation that the defendant wlll commit 2 appropriate deterrent for other persons In the 
3 another crime? No, I don't believe so. 3 community? To some extent, yes. Frequently the 
4 Is the defendant In need of 4 answer to that question, In my day-to-day criminal 
s correctlonal treatment that can be provided most 5 case load, the answer Is no because nobody ever 
6 effectlvely by commitment to an Institution? No. 6 knows about It. People get sent off to prison, or 
7 One thing that both Ms. Buttram and Mr. Geddes on 7 they get put on probation. Boise has become so 
8 In this c.ise Is that Mr. Post Is not someone who 8 metropolltan that, unless It Is something that has 
9 needs to be n.,n through a set of dasses, be sent 9 gossip value or one of the publlc agencies puts 
10 to dry-out school, or something similar. This 10 out a press release, It doesn't make the news. 
11 Isn't a case where rehabllltatlon Is the focus of 11 This case has had some publicity. I don't know 
12 the sentencing process. 12 that It will get more. That's really not my 
13 The next two • - or the next Issues, 13 concern. I don't concern myself with publicity 
14 will a lesser sentence depreciate the seriousness 14 except that the Issue Is will there be any general 
1S of the defendant's crime? Yes. This Is a serious 16 deterrent effect to a sentence that I hand down, 
18 crime. And under all of the circumstances and the 16 and In this case I hope so. 
17 manner In which ft occurred, Including Mr. Post, 17 Is the defendant a professional 
18 something that I think from everything that I have 18 crlmfnal? No. 
19 read, you have come to understand Is It's just a 18 So what's the appropriate sentence? 
20 bad Idea, the notion that you carry a gun around 20 I've been thinking about this case for a long time 
21 Just In case somebody wants to get In a fight and 21 off and on since the guilty plea was entered, more 
22 you're going to be guaranteed to win It. That's 22 frequently In the last week reading up through and 
23 not why we have the Second Amendment. That's not 23 Including last night and this morning, and then 
24 why we allow people to carry weapons. And I am 24 llstenlng to everything this morning. 
25 not opposed to carrying weapons. 26 And for the underlying charge of 
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1 manslaughter, the circumstances here, In my 1 being fixed rs appropriate. 
2 opinion, are sufficient to Justify a total 2 And I cannot successfully articulate 
3 sentence of the maximum of ten years. It 111 not 3 all of the thoughts that got me to that point, so 
4 the type of crime that Justifies that that ten 4 I am not going to try. Just know that - - and I 
5 years be a fixed sentence, nor to the oth@r 6 hope If this case gets any discussion or carries 
6 factors that I take In account at sentencing, 6 on beyond here that, Mr. Post, you're going to 
7 ultlmately Including the protection of society 7 spend more time In prison than you otherwise would 
8 that tell me that I should have a ten-year fixed 8 have because you had a firearm and It was used In 
9 sentence. 9 the crime. 
10 Without more, If It were not a firearm, 10 So ult imately a sentence of 1S years 
11 I would Impose a sentence of three years fixed and 11 with five years fixed and ten Indeterminate 
12 seven Indeterminate. This Is -- and, again, I 12 strikes the appropriate balance, In my view. And 
13 make that decision taking Into account the broad 13 that Is the Judgment and sentence of this Court 
14 range of discretion that I have at sentencing and 14 There was request for a no-contact 
15 also the sentences I Impose In other cases and for 15 order. Well, let me first ask, Mr. Geddes, Is 
16 other types of crimes. 1 think there should be 16 there any objection to the no-contact order? 
17 some scale that people of society should answer 17 MR. GEDDES: No, Your Honor. 
18 to, although as poorly as we j udges sometimes 18 THE COURT: Thank you. Now, If I could add, 
19 articulate It. But we have a nrearm. And as I 19 I would be In good shape. 
20 said, I am a great believer In people's right to 20 The no-contact order wlll remain In 
21 possess firearms. I think It Is appropriate. I 21 place untll the conclusion of the sentence or 
22 also think It Is appropriate, when someone uses a 22 unless earller modlned by a Court. 
23 firearm in the commission of a crime, they should 23 Questions? 
24 receive an extra penalty. And In this case, I 24 MR, GEDDES: No, Your Honor. 
25 think an extra five years with two of those years 25 THE COURT: Ms. Buttram? 
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1 MS. BUTIRAM: No, Your Honor. 
2 THE COURT: Have I overlooked --
3 MS. BUTIRAM: Restitution. 
4 THE COURT: Restitution, I will give the 
5 State -- I will leave restitut ion open for -· 
6 Ms. Buttram, what I will do Is my usual. Just 
7 that way It makes It easier for me. 60 days 
8 during which time the State may file a motion If 
9 they can't reach a stlpulatlon. In other words, 
10 we won't necessarlly have a hearing within that 60 
11 days, but If you can't agree on It within 60 days, 
12 let's get a motion and let's get It decided. 
13 MS. BUTIRAM: Thank you. 
14 THE COURT: Mr. Post, you're entitled to 
15 appeal any final judgment of this Court. That 
16 lndudes the sentence I've just Imposed. That 
17 appeal must be taken to the Idaho Supreme Court 
18 within 42 days of the date that judgment Is 
19 entered. You are entitled to be represented by an 
20 attorney on any such appeal. And If you cannot 
21 afford one, one will be appointed to represent you 
22 clt public expense, and your costs on appeal wlll 
23 be paid If you are an Indigent person. 
24 Folks go home and heal, If you can. 
26 (End of proceeding.) 
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TN THE DISTRJCT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDJCI/\L J)JSTRillJr()i: 2016 
nm ST/\ TE Of IDAHO, lN AND FOR THE COUNT<s,H8'f.-~ ~A~~~· Clerk 
THE ST A TE Or JDAflO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
CAMERON EVERETT POST, 
Defendant. 
Ul:l'VrY 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0001455 
ORDER DENYING RULE 35 MOTION 
On April 6, 2016 Defendant filed a motion umler Idaho Criminal Rule 35 styled as 
Motion for Reduction of Sentence. The new information cited in support of the motion wns the 
foci that Defendant stipulated to re!>titution post sentencing in the amount of$ I S,08 I. I 0. 
Dcfcnclrmt tirgucd that "it would be better served to reduce the fixed time in order to allow him to 
get out sooner so that he can focus on repaying the victims reslilulion claims." Defendant also 
reiterated some of the argwnents made at sentencing and noted that the victim's widow requested 
leniency. The Stnte filed an objection. 
On April 22, 2016 Defendant filed a motion requesting 45 days to supplement the motion 
with addi tional briefing, documentntion, and/or evidence. Th.is 111Utio11 was not noticed for 
hearing and the Court did not rule;: on the motion. On May 19, 2016 it came lo the Court's 
allcntion that ndd itionnl materials were filed in support of the Motion. /\gain on May 24, 2016 a 
Third Add1;11dum to Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration was file<l. On May 27, 2016 The 
Court entered and order setting June 8, 2016 as the last day lo file any additional supplem~ntol 
materials supporting the Rule JS motion. Nu a<l<litional materials were filed. The State fih:d a 
brief in suppnrl of its objection to the motion on June 15, 2016. 
Defendant's motion is a request for leniency, not a motion to correct an illegal sentence. 
Defendant requests the court to reduce the fix.e<l portion of his sentence from five years to two 
years. The motion states fi ve grotmds for reduction of th1: senlt.:nce: . 
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1. Defendant owes restitution. t\ reduction in the fixed time would allow defendant 
lu sooner gain employment and commence paying restitution. 
2. Defendant lacks any prior crimin11I history and has behaved himself in jai I nnd 
prison. 
3. This is an isolated event. The defendant has no prior criminal history and has a 
low LSI scon;;, 
4. The deceased victim's widow requested leniency during her testimony at 
sentencing on the basis that Defendant is a young husband and father and he 
needs there to be there for his wife nnd child. 
5. Healing will be best promoted if the defendant is nhlc 10 be released sooner and 
repay his debt to the victims. 
The material submitted in support of the motion i ncludc a document attached to the 
motion entitled "Offender History" showing the dcfcndnnt being recommended for community 
reentry placement; material µrinled from the Depnrtmcnl of Corrections website describing the 
community reentry centers and the Offender Placement Malrix; llnrl approxi111atcl)' 15 letters 
from family and friends requesting leniency on behalf of Mr. Post. 
This Court has reviewed all of the material submitted in support ofthe motion os well us 
revisiting the presentencc report and the record from the sentencing. The arguments put forth in 
the brief nrc essentially a restntemcnl of the information and arguments macic at the time of 
sentencing. The only new information presented is the infonnation concerning Defendant's 
ploce111c11l within the prison system. While the amount of restitution is now fixed, the Court was 
aware when sentence was imposed thnt significant restitution was likely. For thnt reason there 
was no fine as part of the judgment. 
The Court declines to set the matter for l1t:aring. There is sufficient infom1ation in the 
record nnci the mguments arc eloquently set forth in the briefs. The Court is convinced that oral 
argument in this case would serve no purpose other than to prolong the matter and raise false 
hope for Defendant aml l1is supporters while re-opening old wounds for some victims and their 
supporters. TI1e matter is now fully submitted and ripe for decision. 
ORDER DENYING RlH.E 3S MOTION - Pngc2 
Aug.p.69 
APPENDIX C – Page 3 
 
 
Primarily, Defendant argues thnt his sentence prevents him from working to pay the 
restitution ordered and that his imprisomnent works a hardship on his fami ly. The Court 
appreciates the sincere nnd heartfelt sentiments expressed in the letters of support. The Court is 
well aware that incarceration almost always creates financial and emotional hardship for the 
family of a person sent to prison. While payment of rcstih1tion is important, it is not so 
important as to override all other considerations ot :;entencing. 
This Cot111 considered al sentencing al I of the arguments now made in favor of' reducing 
the sentence imposed, including Defendant's lack of prior record, service to his country and 
history as a good and Jaw-abiding citizen. The Court also considered the arguments colling for 
imposition of a harsher sentence. Ullimately the sentence pronounced represents, to this Judge's 
ln:sl ability, lit!! balancing of all of the factors that the law requires be con~idcred in imposing 
judgment. There is nothing new that justifies alteration of the original decision. The motion is 
denied. 
1T IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this ..J;}._ day of June, 2016. 
~istricl Judge 
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